To: Vann, Bradley[Vann.Bradley@epa.govl]; Whitley, Christopher[Whitley.Christopher@epa.govi;
Juett, Lynn[Juett.Lynn@epa.gov]; Field, Jeff[Field.Jeff@epa.gov], Peterson,
Mary[Peterson.Mary@epa.gov]; Mahler, Tom[mahier.tom@epa.gov]; Hooper, Charles
A.[Hooper.CharlesA@epa.gov]; Washburn, Benfwashburn.ben@epa.gov}; Carey,
Curtis[Carey.Curtis@epa.gov]; Brees, Angela[Brees.Angela@epa.gov]

From: Stoy, Alyse

Sent: Fri 12/18/2015 9:36:03 PM

Subject: RE: New Follow-Up Questions from Wall Street Journal

| suggest we do our best to answer his questions. Of course he can always submit a
FOIA for information, but | don’t think we should respond with that in lieu of responding
to the questions even if the appropriate response is similar to what we've previously
stated.

Alyse Stoy

Office of Regional Counsel
U.S. EPA Region 7

(913) 551-7826 phone
(816) 807-3271 cell

stoy.alyse@epa.gov

From: Vann, Bradley

Sent: Friday, December 18, 2015 3:32 PM

To: Whitley, Christopher <Whitley.Christopher@epa.gov>; Juett, Lynn <Juett.Lynn@epa.gov>;
Field, Jeff <Field.Jeff@epa.gov>; Stoy, Alyse <Stoy.Alyse@epa.gov>; Peterson, Mary
<Peterson.Mary@epa.gov>; Mahler, Tom <mahler.tom@epa.gov>; Hooper, Charles A.
<Hooper.CharlesA@epa.gov>; Washburn, Ben <washburn.ben@epa.gov>; Carey, Curtis
<Carey.Curtis@epa.gov>; Brees, Angela <Brees.Angela@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: New Follow-Up Questions from Wall Street Journal

We've answered his questions (twice now). If he needs significant follow up, suggest they FOIA
as we have many other things to do these days. See what other think.

Bradley Vann - Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

WLLFOIA4312 - 005 - 0099064



Superfund Division
Missouri/Kansas Remedial Branch
11201 Renner Blvd.

Lenexa, K& 66219

Phone: 913-551-7611

Fax: 913-551-9611

Cell: 816-714-0331

From: Whitley, Christopher

Sent: Friday, December 18, 2015 2:59 PM

To: Juett, Lynn <Juett. Lynn@epa.gov>; Vann, Bradley <Vann.Bradley@epa.gov>; Field, Jeff
<Field.Jeff@epa.gov>; Stoy, Alyse <Stoy. Alyse@epa.gov>; Peterson, Mary

<Peterson Mary@epa.gov>; Mahler, Tom <mabhler.tom@epa.gov>; Hooper, Charles A.
<Hooper.CharlesA@epa.gov>; Washburn, Ben <washburn.ben@epa.gov>; Carey, Curtis
<Carey.Curtis@epa.gov>; Brees, Angela <Brees Angela@epa.gov>

Subject: New Follow-Up Questions from Wall Street Journal

Starting over again with another round. May not be the last...

Chris Whitley

Public Affairs Specialist

U.S. EPA Region 7 Office of Public Affairs
11201 Renner Boulevard

Lenexa, KS 66219

913-551-7394
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From: Emshwiller, John [mailto:john.emshwiller@wsi.com]

Sent: Friday, December 18, 2015 10:55 AM

To: Whitley, Christopher <Whitley.Christopher@epa.gov>

Cc: John Emshwiller <john.emshwiller@wsj.com>

Subject: Re: Follow-up questions re WSJ Story Inquiry re West Lake and Lead-210

Chris,

Thanks. I do have two quick follow-up question based on an email that I just got back from
Rene Poche in the press office of the Army Corps of Engineers. Rene said the Corps has a
remediation goal for Lead-210 in soil of 5 pCi/g for the top six inches and 15 pCi/g below six
inches. The EPA's BMAC report said the the Corps had no remediation goal for Lead-210. T'll
ask Rene when this goal came into effect, though I suspect it has been in existence for a number
of years, given how long the Corps has been doing clean-up in the St. Louis area. So my
questions: one, does the EPA a have comment on this possible error in the BMAC report? Two,
why would the BMAC report use a potential clean-up trigger for Lead-210 (33.5 pCi/g) that is
up to six times higher than the one being used in the St. Louis area by the Corps of Engineers?

Also, it doesn't seem that your colleagues quite addressed my question of why the BMAC
report chose a much more lenient risk standard at the St. Louis athletic complex than the EPA
chose to use at Fernald. Based on the Fernald standard at least some of the readings at BMAC
exceeded what would have been allowed under the EPA's 2.2 pCi/g Fernald standard. Does the
EPA have any further comment on this?

Thanks and best,

John

On Fri, Dec 18, 2015 at 8:15 AM, Whitley, Christopher <Whitley.Christopher@epa.gov> wrote:

John,

Answers {0 your questions:

Reading through the BMAC reports you sent links for, I notice that the final pre-CERCLIS
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report chose to cite (on page 9, Table 4) a remediation level in the soil for Lead-210 of
33.5pCi/g, which it said was the PRG for a 1 in 10,000 additional risk level. Some
questions related to these numbers:

1. Why did the EPA choose the 1-in-10,000 risk range when, as I understand it, the
agency's own guidelines (and perhaps federal law) requires getting as close as can be
reasonably done to get down to a 1 in a million additional risk. Using a 1-in-a-million
risk standard, wouldn't some of the Lead-210 readings at the BMAC exceed the PRG? If
so, wouldn't that suggest remediation is needed?

EPA generally sets remediation goals in the risk range of 1-in-10,000 to 1-in-1,000,000.
The need for a response action is site specific but generally is triggered by a cancer risk
exceeding the 1-in-10,000 risk level. For further discussion about how EPA uses the risk
range, see “Radiation Risk Assessment at CERCLA Sites: Q & A.” May 2014, and OSWER
Directive 9355.0-30, “Role of the Baseline Risk Assessment in Superfund Remedy Selection
Decisions”. These documents can be found under the tab Superfund Risk Assessment
Guidance:

hitp://www_epa.gov/superfund/radiation-superfund-sites

The “Radiation Risk Assessment at CERCLA Sites: Q & A.” also discusses how levels of
each constituent of potential concern at a site are typically compared with background
levels for those constituents to determine whether site activities have resulted in elevated
levels. Remedial site risk-based cleanup levels for individual radionuclides generally are not
set below site-specific background levels. It should be noted that some ARARSs specifically
address how to factor background into cleanup levels. For example, many radiation
standards are established at increments above background levels. For further information
regarding background, see the Role of Background in the CERCLA Cleanup Program and
the section “Background Contamination” in OSWER Directive 9200.4-18.

Specifically for BMAC, the Region’s explanation for our decision is explained in our
August 27, 2014 West Lake Update, which can be found at this link:

hitp://www3.epa.coviregionl7/cleanup/west lake landfil/pdfiwest-lake-update-08-
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27-2014 pdf

2. In the clean-up of the federal complex at Fernald, Ohio, the EPA's Record of
Decision (a copy of which is attached) set the offsite remediation level for Lead-210 in
the soil at 2.2 pCi/g. (See Table 9-3). It would appear from the BMAC report that the
EPA isn't using that remediation level related to West Lake or contamination generally in
the St. Louis area. If the agency isn't using that level, why not?

Lead-210 is a decay product of radon-222 and uranium-238. The 22-year half-life provides
opportunities for naturally occurring buildup of lead-210 and progeny in sediments and low-lying
areas. Rain acts to scavenge radon progeny from the air, and areas where rain collects and
concentrates can result in elevated levels of lead-210 and progeny over time. EPA concluded that
the levels of Lead-210 found at BMAC were consistent with what is expected to be naturally
occurring.

Additional information regarding BMAC, Lead-210 can be found on an archived West Lake
Update from August 27,2014:

hitp://www3.epa.coviregionl//cleanup/west lake landfilly

http:/fwww3.epa.goviregion07/cleanup/west lake landfill/pdf/west-lake-update-08-27-
2014 pdf

Chris Whitley

Public Affairs Specialist
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U.S. EPA Region 7 Office of Public Affairs
11201 Renner Boulevard
Lenexa, KS 66219

913-551-7394
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